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Index 425 I was first set on the path of the study of the intellectual history of Europe between 1750 and 1850 by the late Malcolm Bowie, of whom I retain the fondest and most grateful memories. But it was my years of supervision by Sir Isaiah Berlin which nurtured and developed my fascination with the antecedents, the impact, and the consequences of the French Revolution for the European mentality. Of all his many outstanding qualities, I think it was the breadth and depth and richness of his intellectual resources that most stimulated and fired me. Those unforgettable cascades of thoughts, ideas, and observations came pouring out with such generosity and passion, and I indeed received a wealth of intellectual gifts from him. The first impulse to the composition of the present work came at a later period from Professor Fred Rosen, formerly head of the Bentham Project at University College, London. It was he who first pointed out to me the importance of the role of Etienne Dumont in the dissemination of Bentham's ideas. He encouraged me to undertake research for an intellectual biography of Dumont and supported me in applications to grant-giving bodies, and for all this my thanks are due to him. That the projected intellectual biography of Dumont has mutated over the years into something very different is entirely my responsibility. I am also indebted to Stephen Conway for having encouraged me to write the first of a long line of articles and papers on Dumont at a period when both of us were working at the Bentham Project. Philip Schofield's contribution is important too, especially in that he brought to a successful and impressive conclusion (with the able support of Catherine Pease-Watkin) the editorial work I had begun on two Bentham volumes, and seeing those volumes in print was a huge boost for me. I must finally mention in connection with the Bentham Project how helpful has been the work of all those responsible for the annotations of the volumes of Bentham's Correspondence.
A number of individuals made it possible for me to benefit from three substantial research visits to Geneva between 1990 and 1992. It was Michel Jeanneret who first provided the introductions I needed. Robert Roth and his wife Barbara Roth-Lochner not only gave me every support and encouragement professionally but also welcomed me to their home. André Hurst, formerly Dean of the Faculty of Letters at the University of Geneva, was the most supportive, as was the then Rector of the University, Jean-Claude Favez. I must also record my thanks to those institutions in Switzerland that funded my research visits -the Fonds Harvey, the University of Geneva, and the Pro Helvetia Foundation. I owe them an apology for the lengthy delay in the completion of this book. As a believer in the Divine Providence, I marvel, ix x Acknowledgements however, at the enrichment that has been brought to my project by the very large number of publications in the field that have appeared in the years since I began.
Michel Porret of the Département d'Histoire générale at the University of Geneva has been a tower of strength with his repeated invitations to me to give papers at Geneva conferences of which the proceedings have almost invariably been published. Alain Zogmal and Marianne also played a part with both professional support and hospitality. Others whose hospitality was most appreciated during long research stints in Geneva or on the occasion of shorter return visits include Patrick de Laubier and Fr Henry at the Pope John XXIII parish.
The reasons for both the delay in the completion of this work and the change in its character since its original conception have to do with career circumstances, and I am deeply grateful to all those whose encouragement prevented me from abandoning it entirely in the face of overwhelming discouragement, especially Byron Kaldis, Herminio Martins (who was kind enough to read a part of this text pre-publication), and Roger Griffin. David d'Avray has been a tower of strength too. But above all, my gratitude is due to Richard Whatmore whose unvarying support and completely spontaneous provision of vital research aids made me feel it would all be worth while in the end. Support was also given by James Crimmins (who read the whole text and provided very valuable feedback) and Graham Gargett -I am especially grateful to Graham for checking Chapter 3 so meticulously for me.
At various times and places I benefited from contacts and conversation with John Dinwiddy, Janet Semple, Jefferson Selth, Andrew Lewis, André Gür, Maria-Cristina Pitassi, Randolph Vigne, Anne Allen, William Thomas, Romain Alderweireldt, David Graham, John Tribe, and Benedict Douglas. I acquired some very helpful research resources through the kindness of Charles Blount, Caroline Dinwiddy, and Betty Jarrett. I was much moved by efforts made by Patrick O'Brien and Michihiro Otonashi on my behalf at one stage. My apologies to any others I may be omitting through oversight on account of the sheer length of the gestation of this book.
The book could not have been completed without access to the research collections at the Bibliothèque de Genève (formerly known as the Bibliothèque publique et universitaire de Genève) and the unfailing courtesy of the late Daniel Ruyser. I am equally indebted to the London Library and its staff and to the respective staffs of the Taylorian Institute Library and the Bodleian Library in Oxford, the Cambridge University Library, the British Library, Lausanne University Library, and the Archives Nationales in Geneva; not forgetting the Manuscripts Room at UCL Library and the ever-helpful Gill Furlong.
I owe a lifetime debt of gratitude to both of my parents but in particular in the present instance to my father, Harry Blamires, author of over 30 books, who taught me that the starting point for thinking must be the questioning of that which is presupposed or taken for granted. The study of his books also sowed in my mind the first seeds of interest in the study of ideas.
My greatest debt of all is to my wife, Trudi, who has patiently encouraged me in this research for the past 18 years and who happily consented to my periodic absences in Geneva for research as well as cheerfully accepting to make Switzerland a family holiday destination for three successive summers. The coincidence of these dates is not really an accident, because the truth is that Chateaubriand, Saint-Simon, and Dumont were all reacting in different ways to the seminal event of modern times, an event they had themselves witnessed and with which they struggled to come to terms. That event was of course the French Revolution. The real significance of the French Revolution in relation to Bentham is nothing to do with whether it affected or altered Bentham's own thinking. The point about the French Revolution in the context of Bentham is that it was a watershed in the life of the creator of the global Bentham brand -his most brilliant promoter, the Genevan Etienne Dumont. Bentham set out the foundations of his utilitarian system well before the Revolution, and it was those foundations that came to interest Dumont after the Revolution and largely as a result of the Revolution. Disillusioned by what he saw of revolution in France and Geneva, Dumont turned away from his earlier faith in 'Genevanist' Rousseauism and spent the rest of his life promoting the 'science of utilitarianism' which he saw as Bentham's greatest claim to fame. Bentham's own chief interest was, however, not in this science of utilitarianism as such -in essence it was a system he took for granted -but in its applications. His application of his utilitarian system in later years to codification and constitution-making has been thoroughly studied; what has not been studied, however, is the particular application of his system that absorbed his thinking and his activity for a great deal of the 15 years after 1786 (and still intermittently for another decade after that). I am referring to his negotiations with the British government over the Panopticon project, in which a particular architectural technique was combined with a particular management technique to create a model of transparency, economy, and accountability for the public services. One massive result of the extraordinarily successful public relations campaign by Dumont to popularise the aspect of Bentham which really interested him was that Panopticon disappeared from view for many years. When Bentham's beloved Panopticon did eventually resurface in public consciousness from the 1960s on, owing to the efforts of commentators like Gertrude Himmelfarb and Michel Foucault, it was in the skewed and misleading guise of an Orwellian nightmare.
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There is then no inconsistency in regard to the title of this book if my starting point is in fact Jeremy Bentham's celebrated Panopticon architectural technique, the idea originally conceived by his brother Samuel for economising on supervision costs in establishments such as factories, schools, asylums, hospitals, and prisons where such supervision was required. I choose to begin at this point because a careful study of Bentham's motivation for his 12-year battle with government to establish and operate a Panopticon establishment reveals a different (much more interesting) Bentham from the classic figure and a different (much more interesting) Panopticon from the classic picture. My goal is to retrieve both the 'lost' Bentham and the 'lost' Panopticon (demonstrating the real connection in Bentham's mind between Panopticon and utilitarianism) and also to explain how it happened that they disappeared from view in the first place. This will entail a long journey into the mind and thought of Bentham's greatest promoter and image-maker, Etienne Dumont: it is a journey that will take us back to his origins in eighteenth-century Geneva and then to his traumatic experiences at the heart of the French and Genevan Revolutions in a quest to explain what led him to create the best-selling global manifesto of Benthamism, the Traités de législation civile et pénale, published in 1802 and widely marketed to the English-speaking world several decades later under the title of Theory of Legislation. The Benthamism which Dumont largely created was not disloyal as far as it went, but it was a much narrower thing than its original.
Before continuing, it is necessary to pause here and state what I mean by the term 'Benthamism'. The old OED definition of the term called it 'the philosophical system of Jeremy Bentham . . . who taught that the aim or end of life is happiness, identified by him with pleasure, and that the highest morality is the pursuit of the greatest happiness of the greatest number'. Dumont would have accepted this as a starting point, but he would have added that Bentham's unique merit was to have reduced this principle to a science applicable to a complete renovation of the law. Bentham was in Dumont's eyes the first to provide a method which had the potential to convert the 'chaos' of the law into an ordered, methodical, and easily comprehensible system. This is the view of Bentham that rapidly became standard and this is what I call 'Benthamism'. I do not say it is incorrect, I do say that it is wholly inadequate.
What this book will demonstrate, however, is that the original Bentham, the Bentham who invested so much time, energy, and effort in the Panopticon battle, was a pioneering exponent of the values of economy, transparency, and accountability so crucial to our modern vision of good governance. This will first of all entail an assessment of why the modern world does not like what it sees when it looks at Panopticon. The twentieth-century experience of totalitarian dictatorships was so harrowing that it generated a high level of corresponding anxiety in the western world not simply about potential abuses of authority but often also about the necessity or otherwise of authority itself. Universally accepted down the centuries as a plain fact of life in societies throughout the world, the exercise of power became a constant focus for debate in a whole variety of areas from education and religion to philosophy and politics. It was from this kind of context that the writings of the left-wing French historian Michel Foucault emerged in the 1960s and 1970s. Through his best-selling classic Discipline and Punish, Foucault contrived to canonise the perception of Jeremy Bentham's Panopticon architectural technique as the symbol of a new and nightmarish form of social control evolving out of the Enlightenment. It is truly amazing how so many interpreters have come to see in Bentham's 'visionary' glass and iron building, forerunner of the Crystal Palace and of today's glass architecture, a symbol not of visibility and transparency but of the abuse of totalising power -as though the underground dungeons like those of Venice that tourists visit today were safer places for the inmates than a building dedicated to transparency. The word that comes to mind is 'perverse'.
Foucault's treatment of Panopticon and his theories about social control seem to me to be typical of the ways that an obsessive focus on the issue of power among modern western intellectuals (though perfectly understandable in terms of the historical context) has the potential to blind us to other important issues. Thus the deeply ingrained postwar habit of viewing Bentham's Panopticon as a tool of oppressive power diverts our attention from the real purpose of Panopticon. Because we fail to see the real purpose of Panopticon, we cannot grasp the connection between Bentham's Panopticism and his utilitarianism. Scholars hostile to utilitarianism like Himmelfarb consider that utilitarianism essentially leans to totalitarianism, so that the connection with Panopticon is obvious, but this begs the question of whether utilitarianism is any more liable to lead to tyranny than the kind of conservative ideology which Himmelfarb and other like-minded critics espouse. It can never be forgotten that the democracy they so reverence was not without its part in the rise to power of Hitler, who had a very sizable constituency of supporters in Germany and who was indeed hugely appealing to mass audiences. I say this not as a condemnation of democracy, but simply to point out that political systems -however seemingly benign -may still play their part in the production of unforeseen and highly undesirable consequences. Another illustration of this is the case of nationalism. Raised to the status of a sacred cause in nineteenth-century Italy and Germany in association with the unification movements, this cult -still glorified in heroic myth in school textbooks -can now be seen to have fed the flames of Fascism and Nazism, which in essence were both forms of revolutionary hyper nationalism.
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If we read Panopticon as Bentham himself presented it, offering it as a way of trying to model the modern virtues of transparency, accountability, and economy in public establishments, its utilitarian logic becomes much more evident. The fact that it may have had the potential to be a tool of totalitarianism is another matter. To condemn it out of hand for that reason is like condemning the invention of the internal combustion engine because it can be used to power a tank.
For those sympathetic to utilitarianism, Panopticon has become an embarrassment. Scholars sympathetic to utilitarianism or specialists in the subject usually ignore the topic: a classic example may be found by consulting Bhikhu Parekh's massive four-volume collection of critical assessments of Bentham.
2 Out of the 143 papers in this work, only one is devoted to Panopticon, and that is purely historical. By demonstrating the real ethos of Panopticism in this book, however, I hope to show both the logic of how it fits into Bentham's overall thinking and its astounding modernity as a conception. I will also show how incredibly important Panopticon was to Bentham not just as a theory but as a means he wished to use to model his principles of transparency, accountability, and economy personally in practice in a public establishment -an aim he pursued zealously as his main purpose for 12 years of his life and an aim which he continued to cherish sporadically for a further 10 years. I will describe the 'other' Bentham of whom Janet Semple spoke at the start of her monograph on Panopticon, Bentham the entrepreneur who believed that like any inventor with his invention, he could and should prove his principles to the world by demonstrating their effectiveness in action. Bentham was not simply a pioneer of scientism -the belief in the applicability of principles from scientists like Newton and Linnaeus and Cullen to the world of morals and law -he drove the logic of this principle all the way to its conclusion: the principles of morals and legislation must indeed be reformulated, but this was only half of the task, the other half was to demonstrate this applicability in a working model. He aspired then to perform a twofold service: not simply to provide new and supposedly 'scientific' foundations for law and morals but to test them out in practice. We might borrow Marxian terminology and say that he was interested both in laying the foundation and in modelling the superstructure. But what survives today in the public domain is overwhelmingly Bentham the foundation-layer. The other Bentham, the architect or builder who pursued every opportunity he could find for applying his principles, is not taken seriously even when he is remembered. To use the analogy of the famous Dyson vacuum cleaner: Dyson did not merely invent a new method for picking up dust, he then went on to create a company to construct and market a machine that applied this new method. In the case of Bentham, it is as if Dyson were remembered solely for his new way of picking up the dust and not at all for his role in building and marketing a machine in which the principle was applied. Or, to take an example closer to Bentham, it is as if Robert Owen was remembered solely for his book A New View of Society and not at all for his New Lanark model factory. Or as if Joseph Lancaster were to be remembered for his writings about the monitorial system of education and not at all for the actual schools he founded or his pioneering work in teacher training.
Of course the rejoinder might be as follows: Owen's factory was a going concern, it was a highly successful business, its premises have remained in existence down to the present day, likewise Lancaster's schools were in their day a great -if short-lived -success. Surely Panopticon never actually happened? Surely it remained a mere blueprint in the mind of its promoter? There are two important points to be made in response. First, by most people's standards the degree of acceptance that Bentham won for his Panopticon did actually amount to a huge success. Not only were the models of Panopticon and the samples of machinery for the prison factory set up by the Bentham brothers visited and admired by all kinds of important people from royalty downwards, not only did his design convince and enthuse a number of contemporary notables as well as reformers like Wilberforce and Patrick Colquhoun, but the government itself was so convinced by the merits of his plan that they actually contracted with him to set one up. The failure of that design to be implemented after a very lengthy campaign was less related to any innate deficiencies in the plan than to factors like nimbyism and personal enmities, together with competition from rival reformers such as is prone to frustrate any new project of the kind. Nor should it be forgotten that official plans were in place to build a Panopticon Penitentiary in France in the turbulent days of the Revolution, only to be swept away by regime change. In Spain the short-lived liberal government of the early 1820s proposed to model all its prisons on the Panopticon plan. The second point is that although Panopticon as promoted personally by Bentham did not come to fruition, Panopticism as the belief in a fundamental connection between 'inspection' and efficiency was massively important, and its influence has continued to grow right down to the start of the third millennium. Not only did the development of carceral institutions take 'inspection' very seriously, but it became fundamental to the reform of factories, schools, health care, and so on.
Other hugely influential aspects of Bentham's design remain to be investigated. The idea of constructing an institutional building not out of heavy masonry but out of glass and iron, for example, is astonishingly prescient of the development of modern architecture, as is the whole idea of embodying transparency in buildings. Bentham's problem was that he was too far in advance of his time. The techniques he was testing out were almost exclusively restricted to the construction of glasshouses in his day -and indeed late in life he mentioned a well-known nursery in Hackney as being the nearest he could think of to an embodiment of his design. At mid-century with the Great Exhibition it was a specialist in nursery buildings (Joseph Paxton) who designed the Crystal Palace -a building which would have delighted Bentham. His proposed construction methods were also astonishingly advanced -he had the iron girders for his building ready for work to begin in a yard by the Thames just as the modern builder works with his pre-prepared frames. (Bentham's investment of his own money in all this was one of the reasons why the government saw the need to compensate him when their contract with him was not honoured from their end.) The type of industrial production which his brother Samuel planned to set up in Bentham's prison so that it would be a profitable undertaking was itself fascinatingly visionary: machines were to be set up to mass produce carriage wheels, and Bentham foresaw that this would be very useful if rail transport developed nationally. The first beginnings of the national rail system were still 30 years in the future. Much of the technical innovation included in the Panopticon plans came from Samuel's astonishingly fertile and creative genius -his numerous innovative productions were meticulously chronicled after his death by his widow, herself a highly competent person of exceptional technical literacy (and a former assistant to her father, the celebrated Chemist George Fordyce).
Even this much still grossly understates the importance of Panopticism for modernity. To any unprejudiced eye the most striking thing about Bentham's design is its embodiment of the principle of transparency, and Bentham married up architecture with management in his proposal so as to demonstrate how transparency properly applied, when combined with a system of management geared to the realities of human nature, could model economy and accountability in a public establishment. These three valuestransparency, accountability, economy -are fundamental to perceptions of a well-run society in the third millennium. The extreme distaste of Foucault and his followers for Panopticism actually arises from its success: for Foucault set himself against the foundational values of modern society, claiming that 'visibility is a trap'. As I write these words, mass demonstrations are taking place in Burma against the military dictatorship. An activist spoke on television of the importance to the protest of the fact that the dictators can no longer fully control their people's access to the media because there are expatriate TV stations set up outside the country receiving reports and transmitting images from within. This is a classic case among many where visibility is a blessing, because it brings to the attention of the world the suffering of a people. That is exactly how Bentham envisaged it, for he always considered publicity/transparency to be the chief weapon against institutionalised injustice. It is when we focus on Panopticon as the embodiment of transparency, accountability, and economy that we see how perfectly it accords with Bentham's foundational greatest-happiness principle and why he fought so long and so hard -like any inventor -to implement his vision in a project that would demonstrate it in practice. Moreover I think there are grounds for including him among the pioneers of environmentalism -at least in the area of recycling, since the maximisation of each object's potential usefulness was crucial to his thinking.
If all that I have said so far is true, the question arises as to how this other Bentham, the architect of modernity, could have disappeared from view for so long. Of course to some extent this is not unconnected with his longevity: he lived a furiously creative life for nearly 20 years after the actual final demise of his Panopticon project as signalled by the awarding of compensation from the government in 1813. Moreover his foremost British disciplesJames Mill, Bowring, Place, Chadwick, and others -all appeared on the scene long after the effective end of Bentham's 12-year Panopticon battle with government 10 years earlier, which they therefore never witnessed. This also meant that they too came to some extent under the spell of Dumont, whose Traités rapidly achieved such an ascendancy that James Mill told his young son John Stuart to read the volumes as the best introduction to Bentham's thinking.
This leads then to the second part of my book: the story of the creation of the 'Bentham brand'. Bentham was notoriously careless of what people thought of him, he wrote as looking in a mirror, to satisfy himself of the logic of his thinking, with himself as audience. The contrast between the accumulating mass of manuscripts in his attic and the paucity of his actual substantial publications (as opposed to opuscules) became increasingly acute. The classic work associated with his name, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, created not a ripple until its second edition 34 years after its first publication in 1789 and 43 years after its first private printing. In the interval a marketing expert for whom the opinion of the public mattered very much, an erstwhile preacher and journalist attuned to the requirements of an audience, had appeared on the scene, taken hold of Bentham and his ideas, and repackaged them in a series of elegant abstracts of his manuscript writings composed in French. He was a Genevan domiciled in England in the house of a great lord, and his name was Etienne Dumont. The repackaging of
